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Arbitration; whether trial court improperly denied application to confirm arbitra-
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eligibility date, and statute (§ 18-98e) pertaining to risk reduction credit; claim
that respondent misinterpreted and misapplied 2013 amendments to § 54-125a,
as set forth in No. 13-3 of 2013 Public Acts (P.A. 13-3) and No. 13-247 of 2013
Public Acts (P.A. 13-247), and 2015 amendments to § 18-98e, as set forth in No.
15-216 of 2015 Public Acts (P.A. 15-216); claim that amendments to statutes as
set forth in public acts were substantive rather than procedural in nature and,
therefore, should not apply retroactively to petitioner; whether habeas court
improperly dismissed claim that when petitioner pleaded guilty in 2012 to man-
slaughter in first degree with firearm, he relied on governmental representations
that he would receive risk reduction credits to advance his parole eligibility date
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certain counts of habeas petition for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and for
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rendering default judgment at case status conference; claim that trial court abused
its discretion in denying father’s motion to open default judgment.

Maria W. v. Eric W. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
Dissolution of marriage; motion for contempt; claim that trial court abused its
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improperly rendered summary judgment in favor of defendant on ground of
government immunity pursuant to statute (§ 52-557n [a] [2] [B]) that provides
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subdivisions of state; claim that genuine issue of material fact existed as to
whether inspection and maintenance of school locker room floor by defendant’s
employees constituted ministerial duty; claim that there remained genuine issue
of material fact as to whether plaintiff was identifiable person subject to imminent
risk of harm and, thus, whether identifiable person, imminent harm exception
to defense of governmental immunity applied; whether plaintiff fell within identi-
fiable class of foreseeable victims or was identifiable person for purposes of
exception.
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supported by record.
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erly concluded that transfer of certain property to defendant company was not
fraudulent under common law or Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act (§ 52-552a
et seq.) on ground that property did not constitute ‘‘assets’’ because it was encum-
bered by valid lien in excess of its value; claim that trial court improperly rendered
summary judgment on claim alleging violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade
Practices Act (CUTPA) (§ 42-110a et seq.) because underlying conduct on which
plaintiff claimed defendant company violated CUTPA was broader than facts
supporting his fraudulent transfer claims; whether trial court abused its discre-
tion in denying motion to reargue motion for summary judgment.
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Manslaughter in first degree; claim that trial court improperly deprived defendant

of constitutional right to fair trial when it failed to instruct jury, sua sponte,
about inherent shortcomings of simultaneous foreign language interpretation of
trial testimony; claim that trial court improperly deprived defendant of constitu-
tional right to fair trial when it instructed jury that it could consider as conscious-
ness of guilt evidence that defendant changed shirt shortly after victim was
stabbed; whether defendant was presented with meaningful opportunity to review
and comment on trial court’s jury instructions; whether defendant waived right
to challenge constitutionality of jury instruction under State v. Golding (213
Conn. 233); whether jury reasonably could have found from evidence that defend-
ant’s act of changing shirt was motivated by desire to avoid detection by law
enforcement.
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oral statement defendant made to police officer during alleged custodial interroga-
tion in defendant’s apartment before defendant was advised of constitutional
rights pursuant to Miranda v. Arizona (384 U.S. 436); whether trial court properly
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determined that defendant was not in custody at time statement was made;
whether reasonable person in defendant’s position would have believed that her
freedom of movement was restrained to degree associated with formal arrest.
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Intentional manslaughter in first degree; reckless manslaughter in first degree;

misconduct with motor vehicle; claim that jury’s guilty verdicts were legally
inconsistent in that each of alleged crimes required mutually exclusive mental
state; claim that trial court erred when it failed to exclude certain testimonial
hearsay; whether verdicts required findings that defendant simultaneously acted
intentionally and recklessly with respect to different results; whether jury reason-
ably could have found that defendant specifically intended to cause serious physi-
cal injury to victim and that, in doing so, consciously disregarded substantial
and unjustifiable risk that actions created grave risk of death to victim; whether
defendant’s conviction required jury to find that defendant acted intentionally
and criminally negligent with respect to different results; whether defendant
could have intended to cause serious physical injury to victim while, at same
time, failing to perceive substantial and unjustifiable risk that manner in which
defendant operated vehicle would cause victim’s death; whether mental state
element for crimes of reckless manslaughter and misconduct with motor vehicle,
or criminally negligent operation of motor vehicle, were mutually exclusive when
examined under facts and state’s theory that two strikes of victim’s vehicle by
defendant was one continuous act; whether defendant could have consciously
disregarded substantial and unjustifiable risk that actions would cause victim’s
death while simultaneously failing to perceive substantial and unjustifiable risk
that actions would cause victim’s death; whether mental states required for reck-
less manslaughter and criminally negligent operation related to same result;
whether admission of out-of-court statement for purposes other than its truth
raised confrontation clause issue and was of constitutional magnitude under
second prong of State v. Golding (213 Conn. 233); whether statement at issue
was hearsay.
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correct illegal sentence; claim that sentence was imposed in illegal manner because
sentencing court substantially relied on materially inaccurate information in
presentence investigation report concerning defendant’s prior criminal history;
whether record demonstrated that sentencing court did not substantially rely on
certain inaccuracies in presentence investigation report in imposing sentence;
whether disputed fact that victim sustained graze wound prior to sustaining
fatal stab wound substantially relied on by sentencing court; claim that sentencing
court misconstrued evidence concerning manner in which underlying crime of
murder was committed.
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Unfair trade practices; alleged violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act

(CUTPA) (§ 42-110a et seq.); attorney’s fees; claim that this court should recognize
rebuttable presumption in context of attorney’s fees for CUTPA violations,
whereby prevailing plaintiff should ordinarily recover attorney’s fees unless spe-
cial circumstances would render such award unjust; whether trial court abused
its discretion in declining to award plaintiff attorney’s fees pursuant to statute
(§ 42-110g [d]); claim that trial court erred by conflating analyses for awarding
attorney’s fees and punitive damages under CUTPA.


